Policy perspectives of the European Union as well as those of member states currently link the concepts of social investment and social entrepreneurship in order to advocate both where and how to intervene. The argument of this article is that the explicit linking of these two notions, by policy-makers at several different levels and scales of authority, constitutes an emerging policy paradigm. The article identifies three characteristics of any paradigm, including that a policy paradigm must provide a perspective on the maintenance of the well-being of both society and individuals. Despite variation across countries and levels of authority (a characteristic of any paradigm) policy communities proffer the quasi-concepts of social investment and social entrepreneurship in combination as the appropriate ways to govern financing and the delivery of social investments. Therefore, social enterprises are targeted to receive public financing in order to deliver social investments in activation (training, employability, job support and wage supplements) as well as childcare. Reliance on this assemblage is documented across scales from the local through the national, transnational and international.
Introduction
Analysts of social policy often pay more attention to the content of social policy than to its governance. Now, however, it is important to assess both. There is little dispute that over the last two decades the promotion of social investment has risen in prominence. Increasingly, it is also evident that another policy concept is being added to the mix, one traditionally less associated with social policy and frequently below the radar of social policy analysts. This concept is social entrepreneurship, considered in many policy communities as the source of appropriate innovations in social policy delivery and financing. Policy perspectives of the European Union as well as those of member states currently tend to link the concepts of social investment and social entrepreneurship.
The argument of this article is that the explicit linking of these two notions by policy-makers at several scales of authority constitutes an emerging policy paradigm. Any new social policy paradigm must provide a perspective on the maintenance of the well-being of both society and individuals. Both concepts, in combination, are proposed as the route to this dual benefit. The two notions are promoted by various policy communities who assert that social innovations, especially social entrepreneurship, social enterprise and quasi-markets, can provide ways to promote social investments while avoiding the limits of both 'big business' driven by profit-seeking and 'big government' driven by the practices and controls of Weberian-style public administrations. Thus, as the claims go, effective social investments will be more likely to be correctly identified and properly implemented if they are left to market-making and market-modelled social entrepreneurs. This strategy is described as providing a set of policies and instruments that can address the challenges of fostering social inclusion and social cohesion, that is societal well-being, as well as addressing the needs of individuals and families.
In a recent manifesto for self-promotion, we find a good example of the ambitions of social entrepreneurs with respect to several dimensions of social solidarity: 1 Europe's economic and social model needs to reinvent itself. We need growth that is fairer, greener and anchored in local communities. A model that values social cohesion as a genuine source of collective wealth. Social enterprises are recognised as a vehicle for social and economic cohesion across Europe as they help build a pluralistic and resilient social market economy. Building on the strengths of a long social economy tradition, social entrepreneurs are also drivers of change, creating innovative solutions to the big challenges that face us today. Acting in the general interest, they create jobs, provide innovative products and services, and promote a more sustainable economy. They are based on values of solidarity and empowerment; they create opportunities and hope for the future.
Social policy-makers share social entrepreneurs' enthusiasm; they too offer the instruments, institutions and philosophy of social enterprise and the social economy as the way to make social investments, and as the best route to achieving social inclusion and cohesion. As Social Europe (2013: 19) asserts with respect to the social economy, for example: 'The complementary role played by these initiatives with respect to public and for-profit actors has been over the past few decades the most far reaching innovation for reconciling equity and efficiency, moving towards a new European economic and social model.' The expressed enthusiasm of both social entrepreneurs and policy communities for remaking the social model with new forms of governance confirms the need to devote attention to the ways in which ideas and practices about social investment and social enterprise are moving together.
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The contention of this article is that this market-making for social investments completes a new social policy paradigm, promoted at EU-level as well as within national states. In other words, rather than being analysed as separate initiatives, the discourses and instruments of social investment and of Commission, 2013c). The power of quasi-concepts is their ambiguity, a polysemy that allows them to be used by policy-makers both to analyse the situation and to forge a consensus (Jenson, 2010: 71) . As such, they contribute to the political consensus needed for policy action and to assemble supporters, both nationally and globally (Kennett and Lendvai, 2014) . Both social investment and social entrepreneurship are quasi-concepts whose definitions vary among users and uses.
A third feature of the concept of policy paradigm is that it organises relations across sectors. Here the theoretical approach often substitutes the concept référentiel for that of paradigm.
4 Coleman (1998: 634) , for example, draws on the work of Bruno Jobert and Pierre Muller to insist on interconnections across sectors, in his case the ideas about state-society relations at the broadest level and those shaping agricultural policy. This is in other words, a vision of nested sets of ideas and practices that are ordered hierarchically from the most general to the more specific. 'After-neoliberalism' is a broad référentiel ordering ideas about social policy, such as the social investment perspective (Dufour et al., 2008; Morel et al., 2012: 46) . Included in this nested set are policy ideas about the causal connections between production and markets and social policy interventions (Deeming and Smyth, 2015) . Such ideas construct a discourse about the conditions for societal well-being (economic growth; social cohesion; etc.) alongside one about individual behaviours (parents' investment in children's social capital, for example).
These three characteristics shape the major theoretical contention of this article: in order for a new social policy paradigm to take shape, it must provide a general blueprint for promoting well-being, both of the society and of individuals. The first characteristic of a paradigm implies that the blueprint will be anchored by common principles shared across jurisdictions that take on specific expression in individual cases. The second is that it will be composed of quasi-concepts that provide the policy-analytic space for such variation as well as for building support within institutions and among the population. The third characteristic implies that ideas will be nested across levels and sectors, a situation that can be expressed as the need for a politically convincing narrative about the relationship between all four segments of the welfare diamond: the market, the state, the community and the family; and this with respect to societal needs as well as individual well-being.
This diamond is a metaphor for the mixed sources of well-being. 5 Each of its four corners is a potential source of well-being and provides instruments for risk sharing. Political discourse about individual (and family) behaviours as well as societal development and well-being has, of course, changed significantly over time. After 1945 the welfare regime (no matter its specific type) was considered to be a driver of economic growth and well-being.
6 Individuals and families' labour market behaviour was to be supplemented, however, by social services, themselves sources of job creation, and by income transfers such as family allowances, pensions and unemployment insurance that would infuse the economy with needed cash in times of downturn, in order to ensure the well-being of the economy. This premise was, of course, rejected by neoliberals starting in the 1980s. They described the welfare state as 'the problem' and rejected many notions of solidarity. Neoliberal theorists concentrated on exposing a supposed tradeoff between economic growth and state spending on social policy, describing societal well-being as derivative of 'market fundamentalism'. In turn, individual well-being was designated the 'responsibility' of the individual and the family (for a summary see, for example, Evans and Sewell, 2013: 36) . To the extent that neoliberals paid attention to social policy, the goal was to de-legitimate any resort to claims for social rights and to promote a concomitant 'individualization of risk, reward and responsibility' (Jenson and Levi, 2013: 82; Evers and Guillemard, 2012) . Thus, effective market behaviour was the key to both individual and societal wellbeing, with risks being faced by families and, as a last resort, the community. The space of the state in the welfare diamond was supposed to shrink dramatically.
By the mid-1990s, however, fears of the consequences of uncontrolled neoliberal market fundamentalism led even its most enthusiastic supporters to be worried about society and its cohesion.
7 A new frame was adopted within national, transnational and international institutions, based on the analysis of a shifting structure of social risks. As documented below, policy-makers, albeit with differential levels of enthusiasm, embraced social investments (in human capital and to promote labour market activity) and social innovations (in the form of social entrepreneurship and enterprises) to respond to these risks.
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Social investment and social entrepreneurship are the key quasi-concepts that underpin this 'modernised' narrative of social policy by promising to foster social cohesion and generate social inclusion -both being good for society -and support individuals with services and transfers so their well-being can be improved.
Redesigning policies: using social enterprises to make social investments This modernised narrative often depends on promoting forms of governance designed to include numerous actors, with the state financing services in whole or in part but not necessarily delivering them. Rather than privileging state provision, as in the Keynesian welfare state, or commercial and private provision as neoliberalism prescribed, the tendency is to turn to marketbased social entrepreneurs. The quasi-concept social entrepreneurship implies and opens space for a variety of relationships to the public sector. These relationships are used to govern public-sector interventions derived from the second quasi-concept, that of social investment, and seek to address the new social risks, including: 'reconciling work and family life, lone parenthood, long-term unemployment, being among the working poor, or having insufficient social security coverage' (Bonoli, 2005: 431) . The application of the two varies across jurisdictions, of course, but the common principles of this paradigm can be identified and are deployed by numerous actors at all scales of intervention.
Making social investment for individuals and societies
Despite variation, there is consensus that the social investment perspective stands on two principles. First, the perspective is based on a diagnosis of the needs of the knowledge-based economy in order to sustain social protection, especially pensions, as well as to ensure social inclusion. The treatments to be applied are reform of social protection, with policies and programmes that better prepare children for the future, including the breaking of the intergenerational transmission of disadvantage. Concretely this perspective primarily translates into greater attention to early childhood education and care (Mahon, 2010; European Commission, 2013a) and to education as an investment in human capital.
9 In this way the hope initially expressed via a book dedication has become a policy principle, most recently expressed in the EU's Social Investment Package: 'Focusing on children is vital for a sustainable, efficient and competitive knowledge economy and an intergenerational fair society. The adequacy of future pensions depends on the human capital of those who are today children' (European Commission, 2013b: 13) .
based on the goal of maximising social cohesion (quoted in detail and with other examples from these years in Jenson, 2012: 21-22) . The European Commission (2013b) framed the Social Investment Package as a tool for achieving social inclusion. According to the argument, social cohesion would also be improved.
Where do social innovation, social entrepreneurship and social enterprises fit in this ensemble? Why does the European Commission (2013b: 11) assert that 'social enterprises together with the third sector can complement public sector efforts, and be pioneers in developing new services and markets for the citizens and public administrations . . . '? Among other reasons, from the social investment perspective lone mothers and underemployed mothers are a prime target for integration into the labour force and therefore as clients of 'work integration social enterprises' or WISE. 12 In addition, childcare, intended to ensure investment in human capital, has become a major domain for social enterprises (Nyssens, 2006: 18; 263 and passim; Social Europe, 2013: 15) . Public funding now goes to non-public and non-profit actors to develop services needed to implement the social investment perspective in areas that would have been provided by the public sector in the Keynesian era or commercially where neoliberals held sway. This shift involves deployment of a discourse that relies on the quasi-concept of social entrepreneurship.
Social enterprises for service delivery
Innovation in social service delivery according to principles of market-like behaviour, social entrepreneurship and quasi-markets, involves addressing new social risks by expanding markets as well as shifting relationships among families, the community and the state. 13 The relationship to the state sector varies, with different jurisdictions choosing from a buffet of modalities. A recent EU report provides a partial list of four ways in which public money is being used across Europe to support, as well as encourage, social enterprises' activity in the domain of social services: (i) allocating a public subsidy to private providers of social services, with few restrictions or conditions on how it is spent; (ii) providing incentives to provide a service, by offering public funds in exchange for meeting objectives set by the state; (iii) contracting-out and paying for a specific service according to parameters set by the state; (iv) funding purchase of the services of social enterprises by providing vouchers to individuals (Social Europe, 2013: 83) .
One source of market-based discourse and the focus on market-making comes from promotion of the social economy.
14 A recent study commissioned by the European Commission (Social Europe, 2013: 36) provides an overview and tally while chronicling the involvement in service delivery of the social economy and social enterprises more generally:
or the UK show a more diverse picture, though with a common, significant presence of social enterprises providing community, social and related services. In other countries (such as Italy for example) the two main fields of activity are work integration and welfare service provision.
Studies of these social enterprises also find that, while states and other public authorities continue to finance interventions to address social risks, they are much less willing to design policy that involves them directly in delivery. Instead they turn to social enterprises operating in the market sector of the welfare diamond using a range of instruments to form the relationship. Some of these are vaunted as more innovative than others, by allowing social enterprises to innovate by deftly responding to current and changing needs better than either the state or the private sector. As Social Europe enthusiastically puts it (2013: 87): 'Quite often, supporting social enterprise creation and development has allowed public policies to meet employment and other social and economic challenges in a more efficient and effective way than relying on the public or private sectors alone, thereby achieving greater value for taxpayer's money.' The objectives are both societal, usually social inclusion and cohesion, as well as shifting individual behaviour, usually employment or good practices in child-rearing.
Labour markets are one key domain in which market-building by social enterprises with the support of public funds has occurred, thereby engaging directly with the social investment perspective. The social and labour market policy analysis underpinning interventions rests on the recognition that it is no longer possible to count on traditional firms to provide 'full employment.' In the distant past (after 1945 that is) the labour market appeared to operate more smoothly, creating an adequate supply of (male) jobs and absorbing most jobseekers. Public policy makers could confine their market-shaping role to regulations about hiring and working conditions as well as general education and unemployment insurance for what were expected to be shortterm dislocations. The market also provided an expanding array of goods and services, appearing to meet all needs. Now, however, and this for several decades, both growing needs for many kinds of new services (especially for social care and environmental protection) unmet by markets, as well as for job creation and labour-market integration, have become a major preoccupation within social policy communities.
That the seemingly smooth operation of the labour market and of service provision can no longer be assumed, has meant that policy-makers in numerous regimes have turned to fostering and supporting market actors such as social enterprises that they hope will simultaneously achieve two modifications. First, to help to train and prepare workers facing one or more of the new social risks to enter paid employment. Second, to increase the labour market's need for workers by expanding and better organising markets for new goods and services which traditional firms do not adequately offer. The second modification frequently of use, available at https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0047279416000428 evokes mentions of needs for social care (for the elderly, disabled and children) as well as training, although many types of services might be provided in these markets.
Many have pinned their hopes on social enterprises that can act as job creators as well as 'work integration enterprises' (Evers et al., 2014: 15-16) . Initiatives, often coming from the community as well as the market sector of the welfare diamond, may seek to shape either -and sometimes both -the supply and demand structures of labour markets, and to do this with the support of public authorities. On the supply side, and usually in the name of social inclusion, they work to enable integration into the labour market of young people, women, lone mothers, new immigrants and the long-term unemployed -the groups most touched by the new social risks, in other words (numerous national examples are in Nyssens, 2006) . These enterprises' integration efforts are a policy instrument for the achievement of the 'activation' commitment of European social and economic policy which is also a pillar of the social investment perspective (Evers and Guillemard, 2012: chapter 7) and are meant to foster social cohesion as well as improve individuals' income. On the demand side, reliance on social enterprises creates jobs for trainers, counsellors, and so on, sometimes replacing public sector employment for similar jobs.
The popularity of the quasi-concept among policy communities means that social enterprises, and the social economy more generally, are often tasked with filling gaps in services that do not attract investment by private-sector firms, but which the state will not take up. To do so they need employees, thereby creating jobs. In this context, reliance on social enterprises is proposed to address existing gaps in the market corner of the welfare diamond, and particularly its failure adequately to provide products and services for social care for elders, children, or other vulnerable persons. Environmental services are also a favourite focus.
Some examples illustrate key actors' perspective on the contribution of such social entrepreneurship to governance of the social investment perspective. The OECD has long been concerned with promoting higher employment rates but has also increasingly become cognisant of market imperfections (Mahon and McBride, 2008) . It has been actively constructing an analysis of how to address social challenges by relying on social innovations and entrepreneurship. The OECD's Oslo Manual now recognises a social dimension to innovation to address 'global and social challenges', and social enterprises are the chosen instrument to respond to such challenges (OECD, 2010a: 182; 2010b: chapter 5) . This deployment of the quasi-concept of social entrepreneurship suggests, in other words, alternative ways of meeting the challenges of societal and individual well-being.
Of course the OECD is not alone in seeing social entrepreneurs and their market behaviour as a pillar of the social investment perspective, contributing to individual and societal well-being. The European Union has also been moving in this direction, and even more enthusiastically so since the 2008 economic crisis. The EU launched its Social Business Initiative (SBI) in 2011. Initially the potential for 'social business' was broadly cast to include all types of firms from multinationals to social enterprises. 15 Quickly, however, the SBI narrowed down to focus only on social entrepreneurs and their businesses, which were valued because 'social enterprises seek to serve the community's interest (social, societal, environmental objectives) rather than profit maximisation. They often have an innovative nature, through the goods or services they offer, and through the organisation or production methods they resort to . . . .' 16 The promise of social innovations and social enterprise was incorporated into the European Union's Europe 2020 strategy, 17 and a series of high-profile interventions have signalled that the Union shares the views of those who see a greater role for social enterprises in achieving its targets for social inclusion and poverty reduction, via their potential for job creation and innovative service provision. The EU contributes to encouraging and supporting such market actors via actions such as the 2014 conference on Empowering social entrepreneurs for innovation, inclusive growth and jobs. At that event workshops focused on the 'potential of social enterprises for job creation and green economy' as well as on the ways that the EU could use its structural funds to support and foster social enterprises.
18 Leverage for jobs, social inclusion and green initiatives were all identified as necessary because inadequately addressed by traditional firms.
It is not only international or supranational organisations that promote the quasi-concept of social enterprise to implement the social investment perspective. The major cross-national study of social cohesion and innovation reported in Evers et al. (2014) documented, as already noted, that 'work integration enterprises' were the most common innovation in local welfare systems. These kinds of businesses cross boundaries within the welfare diamond between market and community, often being difficult to distinguish from the kinds of autonomous community groups and associations that engage in social development projects, frequently at the local level (Moulaert et al., 2010; Nicholls and Murdock, 2012) .
Social policy communities' enthusiasm for the market participation of social entrepreneurs and the social economy in the governance of social services has had to go beyond cheer-leading and publicising best practices, of course. New practices of governance have been instituted as public funds flow to services that are no longer provided as public services in the classic meaning of the term, that is provided by public employees at no cost (or little cost) to users. 'Many if not most of the SIs [social innovations] we dealt with rely on a multiplicity of resources and their combination; the mix may vary and state financing may often be the most important component, but in most cases there is a degree of (financial) co-responsibility of other organizations from the civil society or the business sector' (Evers et al., 2014: 22) . In other words, local, regional, national or European public authorities were actively using their available public funds to of use, available at https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0047279416000428
foster local innovations in labour-market services. They were engaged in marketmaking and in reconfiguring boundaries between public and other forms of services.
The second pillar of the social investment perspective has also turned to social enterprises and market-making in order to promote societal as well as individual-level well-being. Childcare services have expanded significantly across Europe, with stable or greater public financing of childcare services between 1998 and 2009 in every European country except Luxembourg (OECD, 2014: PF3.1). Nonetheless, while public spending increased or at least remained stable, many jurisdictions reduced or limited their own direct service provision and provided incentives to social enterprises to organise the service.
For example, Sweden is a country often identified as an early adopter of the social investment perspective (Deeming and Smyth, 2015: 298) . In the 1980s it began to innovate in forms of service provision in the name of 'choice' (Blomqvist, 2004) . 19 With respect to services for children, this involved reducing the dominant position of the municipal childcare centre, which had been the primary form of service provision from the 1960s on. Private and for-profit pre-schools (as childcare centres are called in Sweden) were permitted to receive public funding similar to that of municipal centres beginning in 1992. The form of private provision that had inspired the original break with exclusively public provision was a type of social enterprise, the parental cooperative. 20 Reliance on publicly funded pre-schools provided by institutions other than the municipality (but funded by it) has expanded significantly and the market in childcare has grown.
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By 2010-11, across Sweden the number of children attending a non-public preschool was 19 per cent. Nonetheless, the parental cooperative and other non-profit forms remained the most usual alternative, at 11 per cent of the total (Brennan et al., 2012: 383) . However, the share of provision by these alternative pre-schools has varied widely, ranging from 1 per cent to 47 per cent across all municipalities. The higher share is concentrated in urban areas and better-off neighbourhoods (Blomqvist, 2004: 150) .
The United Kingdom after 1997 was a convert to the social investment perspective and innovation in public investments often relied on drawing in voluntary organisations (Milbourne and Cushman, 2015: 464) . The role of social enterprises in the childcare domain has differed from that of Sweden, however, because the UK has historically been one of the countries that relied most on private (both for-profit and non-profit) forms of financing services as well as of providing them (OECD, 2005: 93; Brennan et al., 2012: 383, for England) . The kinds of actors in the market multiplied as the social investment perspective took hold, however, and social enterprises of various sorts captured a greater market share from private-sector providers (OECD, 2005: 131) .
The National Childcare Strategy implemented in 1998 altered the playing field in a major way by encouraging reliance on social entrepreneurs in of use, available at https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0047279416000428 cooperation with local authorities. 'In England, each local authority is now expected to develop, plan and coordinate childcare and early years services including nurseries, children's centres, day-care services, playschools and outof-school-hours care' (OECD, 2005: 99) . The municipal childcare centre is not a common form of service, however; only 12 per cent of childcare in 2010-11 was provided by a public agency (Brennan et al., 2012: 383) . 'Working with their partners through Children's Trusts (partnerships including local community representatives, Jobcentre Plus, schools, health agencies, NGOs and commercial private childcare providers) local authorities are responsible for local childcare facilities to serve local needs' (OECD, 2005: 99) . In England in 2010-11, 17 per cent of childcare services were delivered by a non-profit provider (Brennan et al., 2012: 383) .
Several incentives provide support for the development of the childcare market via social enterprises such as worker or parent cooperatives, service cooperatives, community nurseries and so on (SEL, 2002) , as well as for forprofit provision. These incentives range from direct subsidies and seed funding to tax reductions to parents so they can use the service (OECD, 2005: 23) . The boundaries between social enterprises that are for-profit and those that are nonprofit are blurred by the legal status many rely on, that of the Community Interest Company (Social Europe, 2013: 34) . Research reports 'many small businesses with a well-developed social ethic and purpose' (Capacity, 2008: 4) and thus some of the 72 per cent of childcare reported as for-profit provision 383) also depends on social entrepreneurs.
All such strategies are responses to the recognition that in many situations traditional market practices and institutions have proven themselves inadequate to the task of supporting social investment policy strategies and public financing has become one of the key sources for a whole set of social enterprises working within the market corner of the welfare diamond.
Conclusion
The analytic attention given to the social investment perspective has exploded, as have policy evocations of the need to transform policy interventions from those focused on remediation of problems to those seeking to prevent problems. 22 This article provides another take on this perspective, by paying close attention to emerging and consolidating practices and institutional forms for the governance and financing of such investments. In particular, it has argued that focusing exclusively on propositions about where to intervene -in the labour market or with child-centred spending -provides only a limited picture of adjustments in social policy thinking since the mid-1990s. Another quasi-concept is part of the assemblage. Social entrepreneurship is used to invoke promises of societal well-being such as social cohesion and of reducing poverty among children and of use, available at https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0047279416000428 families. Alongside the propositions about where to invest there has been an important change in the emphasis on who should provide the service (social enterprises and entrepreneurs), how it should be governed (as a non-profit enterprise, cooperative or such like) and how it should be financed (with a mix of public funds, philanthropy, and so on). All of these involve a reconfiguration of the welfare diamond, via a reliance on market-making and social enterprises.
As with social investment, enthusiasm for innovative governance has involved a mapping onto the broad cultural narrative of neoliberalism, via a discourse emphasising markets and entrepreneurship, at the same time as moving beyond neoliberalism to call for new services and new public spending. In this adjustment something has disappeared, of course. This is the consensus that state-designed policy instruments and public delivery of public services are the best kind of investment, whether the policy is one of increasing employment or investing in children. Instead, states, international organisations and the supranational EU are directing their spending to a myriad of social entrepreneurs and NGOs to provide the services, in one of the multiple legal forms that social enterprises might take.
This dimension of governance modification is important to consider in the context of identifying any new paradigm. If, after 1945, it was not imperative to include governance choices in social policy analysis because public provision was considered to be the natural choice, this is no longer the case. Neoliberals' enthusiasm for the new public management, for 'downsizing' and 'offloading', for markets and the voluntary sector, have all meant a weakening of the consensus around public provision. Choices must now be consciously made about governance arrangements for implementing the social investment perspective.
This article has argued that it is possible to identify a new paradigm, but it is built around not one but two quasi-concepts: social investment and social entrepreneurship. As with any paradigm there is a certain consensus on objectives, but a variety of instruments are identified to achieve them. Moreover, the article has demonstrated that a third characteristic of any paradigm is its reliance on cross-sectoral and cross-level linkages, which among other things involve promises of improved societal and individual outcomes. The assemblage of social investment and social entrepreneurship does just this, by promising to improve social cohesion, reduce poverty and augment the human capital of society as well as individuals via social investments delivered by social entrepreneurs.
Notes
2 For a similar call for assessing the potential connections between social investment and innovation see Ewert and Evers (2014) . Rather than analysing the connections, however, they conclude their article by calling for a future analysis of social investment and social innovation (2014: 431) . 3 This original formulation of the concept of paradigm avoids the trap into which many policy analysts have recently fallen, that is trying to distinguish 'ideas' from 'policy'. Daignault (2013) for example engages in an ultimately impossible effort to distinguish ideas (labelled 'a paradigm') from a policy. We prefer the original notion of paradigm as settings, instruments and objectives, all of which are composed of both ideas about policy and policy interventions. 4 For an overview of this approach to public policy and the concept of référentiel widely used in the French-language literature see Muller (2014) . The similarity to Peter Hall's definition of paradigm accounts for the common practice of treating référentiel and paradigm as synonyms (Coleman, 1998; Morel et al., 2012: 11) . 5 The notion of the welfare diamond extends Esping-Andersen's 'three pillars' which identify the state, market and family as the three sources of well-being. I believe that it is a mistake and misleading to try to subsume the welfare-generating community sector under the family corner of the triangle and to restrict the production of welfare to "markets (purchased welfare), families (the reciprocity of kin) and government (solidarity)" (Esping-Andersen et al., 2002: 4; 11) . For the representation of four contributions to the welfare mix, see Evers et al. (1994) as well as Evers and Guillemard (2012) . 6 This thesis can be summarised: 'The advanced Western nations' welfare states were built to cater to an economy dominated by industrial mass production. In the era of the 'Keynesian consensus' there was no perceived trade-off between social security and economic growth, between equality and efficiency' (Esping-Andersen, 1996: 3). 7 By the mid-1990s the OECD, for example, warned of a 'malaise throughout society ' and developed an autocritique. The opening paragraph of Societal Cohesion and the Globalising Economy begins: 'For over a decade, OECD countries have been committed to a cluster of economic policies aimed at encouraging macroeconomic stabilization, structural adjustment, and the globalisation of production and distribution. . . . there is now pressure on many governments to take stock of the longer-term societal implications' such as 'increasing income polarisation, persistently high levels of unemployment, and widespread social exclusion . . . ' (OECD, 1997: 3). 8 The move to embrace social investment, for example, varied across regime types (for example, Morel, Palier and Palme, 2012; Deeming and Smyth, 2015) as well as across regions (Jenson, 2010) . 9 The EU focuses on education this way: 'Modernising social policies is a matter of common concern at EU level, as ineffective social policies in one country can have consequences for others, particularly within the Eurozone. Insufficient investment in social policies that strengthen human capital development, for instance in early childhood education and care, is manifested in lower educational levels and overall lower skill development in some Member States.' This is from the lead paragraph in section 2, 'What is needed' of the Social Investment Package (European Commission, 2013b: 8) . 10 The dedication is: 'For today's children who will provide for our welfare when we are old. It is for you -and hence for ourselves -that we desire the best possible welfare state' (EspingAndersen et al. 2002: v) . This analysis has been codified as the postulate that 'good pension policies -like good health policies -begin at birth' (Vandenbroucke et al., 2011: 6) . 11 Of course scepticism exists about the policies' capacity to achieve fundamental goals of social equality, equity or even inclusion. Criticisms come from those concerned particularly
